Introduction
This article investigates where and how Augustine deals with Manichaeism in his City of God. In this context, the question of whether the gnostic prophet Mani and his doctrines had any influence on the central theme of De civitate Dei, for example, the antithesis of the two civitates or 'cities' is only indirectly touched upon. Although I have attempted to address this difficult and complicated subject elsewhere (Van Oort 1991:199-234) , the focus here falls on the first question.
At first glance, the question of 'where and how' seems susceptible to a brief and straightforward answer. In his substantial work, De civitate Dei, characterised by the author as 'a great and difficult work', 1 Augustine explicitly mentions Manichaeism in only a few instances, namely in Books I, VI, XI (twice) and XIV, and the name of Mani does not even occur. This seems rather surprising in light of the fact that Augustine was a hearer among the Manichaeans for some 10 years 2 and then, after his return to the Catholic Christian Church, expressly wrote against his former coreligionists for more than 20 years.
3 However, during the period that Augustine dictated the 22 books of De civitate Dei, 4 polemics against Manichaeism was not at the centre of his writings. It was only in the later stages of the Pelagian controversy, and particularly during its culmination in the struggle with Julian of Eclanum near the end of his life, that Augustine was forced to discuss his position on Manichaeism again. 5 Despite these circumstances, a close reading of several passages in the grand work De civitate Dei appears to be worth our while. Such a close reading even provides some new and unique insights of Augustine's knowledge of Manichaeism. In the next paragraphs I will analyse the relevant passages in the order that they appear in Augustine's grand opus. After that I will draw some conclusions.
'You shall not kill' and the Manichaean 'Seal of the Hands'
The first relevant passage is in De civitate Dei (DCD) I, 20 and runs: 6 
Num igitur ob hoc, cum audimus: Non occides, uirgultum uellere nefas ducimus et Manichaeorum errori insanissime adquiescimus? His igitur deliramentis remotis cum legimus: Non occides, si propterea non accipimus hoc dictum
1.De civitate Dei DCD I, praef.: 'opus magnum et arduum'. This expression may be reminiscent of Cicero, De oratore 33; cf. Hagendahl (1967a:162-163; 1967b:408 n. 5) . It is noteworthy and, perhaps, surprising that Augustine (A.) also characterizes his long-matured writing De doctrina christiana as such; see doctr. chr. I,1.
2. Ferrari (1975:210-216) provides plausible arguments to see the 'imperfect' number of nine given by A. himself as an indication of the imperfectness of this period. Pierre Courcelle (1954:81-85 ) even goes so far as to see a 'réflexe manichéen' in 385; cf. Courcelle (1968:250) e., the Black] will change their skin, or the leopard its spots, you will also succeed in purifying yourself from the mysteries of the Manichaeans' (IV,42; Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum (CSEL) 85/2,43).
6.According to the authoritative fourth edition of DCD by Bernardvs Dombart and Alphonsvs Kalb, Teubner, 1928 -1929 virtually unchanged in both the series Corpus Christianorum (vol. 47-48, Turnhout: Brepols 1955; scholars version 2014) and the series Bibliothèque Augustinienne (33-37: 1959 -1960 . Moreover, the original edition was reprinted by Teubner at Stuttgart in 1995. As regards orthography, as a rule we follow BA.
This article aims to analyse all the passages in Augustine's City of God in which he either explicitly or implicitly makes mention of Manichaeism and its doctrines. It turns out that, even in his later years, Manichaean doctrines were at the forefront of Augustine's mind, although essential elements of his own doctrines (for instance, evil being the privation of good) have a clearly anti-Manichaean background. A close reading of all those anti-Manichaean passages further discloses some fairly unique particulars, such as, for example, the Manichaeans' use and interpretation of John 8:44 and 1 John 3:8.
When we hear 'You shall not kill', then, do we for this reason consider it a crime to pull up a bush and, losing all sanity, subscribe to the error of the Manichaeans? Because we reject such ravings, when we read 'You shall not kill', we take it not to refer to shrubs, which have no feelings, nor to irrational living beings which fly, swim, walk, or crawl, since they do not share with us any capacity for reason, which was not given to them. Hence, it is by a just arrangement of the Creator that their life and death is subordinated to our needs. If this is so, it remains that we take the command as applying to human beings. 'You shall not kill': that is, neither other persons or yourself. For he who kills himself kills nothing other than a human being.
Near the beginning of his voluminous writing, the first part of which has a strong apologetic character, 7 Augustine sets out his view that Christians have no authority to commit suicide under any circumstance.
8 Nowhere in 'the sacred canonical books' is there any injunction or permission to kill oneself. The command 'You shall not kill' [Ex 20:13] is clear in this respect: the text has no addition (as in the case of 'You shall not give false testimony against your neighbour') and therefore it must be concluded that there is no exception, 'not even in favour of him to whom the command is addressed'. Yet, because the command 'You shall not kill' has no limitation, 'some people (quidam) attempt to extend its scope to wild and domestic animals (in bestias ac pecora) to make it mean that even these may never be killed'. At first, Augustine does not explicitly say who the quidam are that he is referring to.
9 In one and the same breath, however, he sets out their opinion: 'But then, why not apply it to plants (herbas) and to anything rooted in the earth and nourished by the soil (quidquid humo radicitus alitur ac figitur)?'
For although this class of creation is without feeling, it is called 'living', and hence is capable of dying and consequently of being killed, when violence is done to it. And so the Apostle, speaking of seeds of this kind, says, 'What you sow does not come to life unless it dies', [1 Cor 15:36]; and in a Psalm it is written, 'He killed their vines with hail. ' [Ps. 77, 78:47] Next to this comes the just quoted passage.
7.I.e. Books I-X; cf. for this apologetic character Van Oort (1991:164 ff Augustine can detail the Manichaean classification into serpents, swimming creatures, flying creatures and those that have legs (the quadrupeds and the bipeds). 19 In addition, the fact that in the passage under discussion he uses the adverb insanissime and the noun deliramentum in connection with the Manichaeans and their doctrines is not surprising. Augustine makes deliberate use of these and similar disparaging terms 10. Polotsky and Böhlig (1940:192-193) . Cf. the English translation by Gardner (1995: 201-202 But as to why, and to what extent, the Jewish religious practices were established by divine authority and later, at the proper time, and by that same authority, were taken over by the people of God, to whom the mystery of eternal life has been revealed -these are questions that I have discussed elsewhere, especially when arguing against the Manichaeans. In this work, I shall have to discuss them at a more appropriate point.
23 (Babcock 2012:204-205) After having discussed 23.Translation in accordance with Babcock (2012:204-205 the Jewish sacramenta have been instituted by divine authority, and afterwards, in due time, by the same authority taken over by the people of God, to whom the mystery of eternal life has been revealed'. Therefore Augustine's reference here is, most probably, to his books Against Faustus, especially to Contra Faustum XIX.
In passing it may be added that Augustine's final words in the quoted passage ('And I shall have more to say on this topic at a more convenient moment in this present work') constitute a strong testimony to a premeditated structure of the huge work De civitate Dei: 25 the promise made while dictating these words in c. 416 would be fulfilled in c. 424, that is, some 8 years later by dictating to his stenographers Book XVII,3-20.
Evil not a substance and its consequences for orthodox Christology
The third passage in which some explicit anti-Manichaean polemics can be detected is in Book X, 24. Here, in the context of his debate with Porphyry on the one true 'principle' of purification and regeneration, Augustine says:
Bonus itaque uerusque Mediator ostendit peccatum esse malum, non carnis substantiam uel naturam … [And so the good and true
Mediator showed that it is sin which is evil, not the substance or nature of the flesh …] (DCD, Book X, 24) This is a well-known feature of Augustine's anti-Manichaean polemics. It is repeated innumerable times in his books, tracts, sermons and letters: evil is not a substance and, consequently, it is not the substance or nature of the flesh. This opinion is stated here in the context of the idea that otherwise Christ, in His incarnation, could not have assumed the human flesh.
Perhaps we can also read the immediately subsequent words as deliberately directed against the Manichaeans: Which [i.e., the substance or nature of the flesh], along with a human soul, could be assumed and maintained without sin, and could be laid aside at death and changed into something better at resurrection.
Not only the Platonists, but also the Manichaeans rejected the idea of a Mediator who came into the human flesh. In the case of the Manichaeans, this rejection has usually been considered to be a variant of 'docetism', 26 although some recent researchers prefer to speak of a 'two-natures-doctrine'. 27 The latter seems to agree with some Manichaean texts such as the 25.On this wonderful structure, see, for example. Van Oort (1991:74-77) .
26.See, for example, Rose (1979:120-131) ; Gardner (1988:57-85) ; Pedersen (1988:157-190) and Helderman (1991:101-123) .
27.Cf. Richter (1994: esp. 233 ff. and 267 ff.), with references to others. According to Richter (1994:272) , in the case of the Coptic Manichaean texts it would perhaps be best to speak of a 'docetic tendency'.
Psalms of Herakleides in the Coptic Manichaean Psalmbook;
28 the former seems to be correct from the orthodox Christian point of view as expressed by Augustine. 29 Most recently, however, Jason BeDuhn has stressed the fact that we should interpret Manichaean Christology within its own premises and context, which entails neither the 'western' dualism of spirit and matter nor the idea of an atoning sacrifice for human sin. In essence, the Manichaean Jesus is the Revealer who brings 'gnosis'; He is 'a transcendent, divine being that somehow becomes vulnerable to evil while never surrendering his divine identity and transcendent destiny'.
30
The soul is not air; Evil angels fell by their own choice; The devil fallen from the truth; The right explanation of John 8:44 and 1 John 3:8; Wickedness is not a Nature; God saw his good creation; No natural evil; God's goodness as cause of the world; Evil is not a nature but the privation of good;
Particulars of the Manichaean cosmogonic myth and doctrine of God
The most extensive and most important references to Manichaeism appear in Book XI. This book has a pivotal place in De civitate Dei. Augustine here starts the second part of his work in which he will deal with 'the origin, course and destined ends' of the two cities.
31 He derives his information from the Scriptures: the creation narrative discloses the origin of the civitas Dei, namely in the world of angels; the terrena civitas came into being through the fall of angels. These two 'cities' (civitates) or 'communities' (societates) are opposed to each other as light and darkness. The 'devil's city' (civitas diaboli) originated from aversion to God: this aversion exists through the will, not through the nature of the fallen angels. It is in this context that Augustine also feels obliged to elaborate on the sin of the angels (11-15), the goodness of the creation (18-23) and on the Trinity (10 and 24-29). It is particularly in these sections of the 11th book that we find his anti-Manichaean polemic.
The first relevant passage is in XI,10: Allberry (1938: e.g. 193-197) . Cf. Polotsky and Böhlig (1940:9-16 More important in this context are Augustine's remarks in XI,13. Here, he discusses the question 'whether all the angels were so created in one common state of felicity, that those who fell were not aware that they would fall, and that those who stood received assurance of their own perseverance after the ruin of the fallen'. 37 In discussing this and related topics, Augustine inevitably has to demarcate his position against his former coreligionists. Hence, time and again in Book XI and also in the first part of Book XII, when he is giving his exposition on the origin of the two civitates, questions return that have been dealt with in his endeavours to give a satisfactory explanation of the first chapters of the Bible, such as in De Genesi contra Manichaeos 32.Translation in accordance with Bettenson (1972:442 
In translation:
41 Whoever assents to this opinion does not to fall in with those heretics, namely the Manichaeans, nor with any other 'pests' that may suppose that the devil has derived from some hostile principle an evil nature proper to himself. Such people are so befooled by vanity that, although they agree with us in recognizing the authority of the words of the Gospel, they do not notice that the Lord did not say, 'the devil was by nature unconnected with the truth', but, 'he did not stand fast in the truth' [John 8:44] . By this He meant us to understand that the devil has 38.Cf. e.g. De Gen. ad litt. XI, 22 (CSEL 28, [353] [354] fallen from the truth. If he had stood fast in the truth, he would have shared in it and would have remained in blessedness along with the holy angels. (Bettenson 1972:445-446) First, one may find in this passage some general information on the Manichaeans and some disparaging comments which are also present elsewhere in Augustine's works. For instance, the statement that 'such people are so befooled by vanity' (qui tanta uanitate desipiunt) is a fierce attack on their pretension to proclaim the truth 42 and, in all likelihood, in the verb desipiunt we may even hear a polemic wordplay on Mani's name. 43 So, too, the remark that the Manichaeans, like other 'pests', opine that the devil's evil nature comes from an adverse principle, can be substantiated from other places in Augustine's oeuvre. 44 Moreover, this reported doctrine is in full agreement with a great many texts of the Manichaeans themselves. Concerning what is written in Genesis: "Let us make a man after our image and likeness". The Manichaeans say that this passage in Genesis, where it is written that man was made after the image and likeness of God, is contrary to the New Testament, because the Lord says in the Gospel to the Jews: "You are from your father, the devil, and you want to do the desires of your father; he was a murderer from the beginning and did not stand in the truth, because the truth is not in him. And in another passage, the Jews are called a generation of serpents and vipers. They do not understand that the former (statement), that man was made after the image and likeness of God, was said of man before he sinned, but that the latter (statement) in the Gospel, "You are from your Father, the devil", is said to sinners and unbelievers'. If this is the most natural explanation of those passages, 49 we are bound to take the saying, 'He did not stand fast in the truth', as meaning that he was in the truth, but did not continue in it. The passage 'The devil sins from the beginning' will then mean, not that he sinned from the first moment of his creation, but from the first beginning of sin, for sin first came into existence as a result of his pride. (2010) But what sort of judges of the godly Scriptures we endure in these Manichaeans, who are even displeased that God was pleased with His works! They blame him as if He were surprised at the extraordinary light, because Scripture says, "And God saw that the light was good". For He approves of His works because what He made pleases Him, and this is to see that they are good. After all, He is not forced to make anything against His will, so that He would make something that would not please Him, nor does He unwisely slip into making something, so that He would be displeased that it was made. But why are these Manichaeans displeased that our God saw that His work is good? After all, when their God plunged His own members into the darkness, He wet up a veil before His eyes. For He did not see that what He made was good, but He did not want to see that it was evil'. Cf. XXII,13: 'Miratum sane Faustus deum nostrum dixit ...: Faustus did indeed say that our God was surprised …', and e.g. XVIII,7 for the Manichaean God who is not only astonished but even frightened, and for that reason covers himself with a veil. See also on this veil, which is here explicity mentioned as being part of the doctrines described in Mani' But some heretics do not see this cause, because there are so many things which do not suit the inadequacy and frailty of our mortal flesh, which have already come under deserved punishment, many things which cause distress, like fire, cold, wild animals and so on. They do not observe the value of those things in their own sphere and in their own nature, their position in the splendour of the providential order and the contribution they make by their own special beauty to the whole material scheme, as to a universal commonwealth. They even fail to see how much those same things contribute to our benefit, if we make wise and appropriate use of them. Even poisons, which are disastrous when improperly used, are turned into wholesome medicines by their proper application. By contrast, things which give pleasure, like food and drink, and even light itself, are experienced as harmful when used without restraint and in improper ways. Divine providence thus warns us not to indulge in silly complaint about the state of affairs … There can be no doubt that the reference quidam haeretici denotes the Manichaeans. Besides, their name is specified at the end of the chapter: 'Sic autem Manichaei non desiperent uel potius insanirent ...: The Manichaeans would not drivel, or rather, rave in such a style as this …'. 55 Yet, even without that explicit mention of their name, the real identity of the 'heretics' would have become evident by what is said about them. Augustine communicates that 'there are many things which cause them distress, like fire, cold, wild animals and so on'. He also says that these heretics 'do not observe the value of those things in their own sphere'; 'that they even fail to see how much those same things contribute to our benefit if we make wise and appropriate use of them'; and that this holds even for 'poisons'. ... there is absolutely no evil nature: 'evil' is merely a name for the privation of good He restates his well-known anti-Manichaean polemic. As it is reported in his Confessiones (VII, 12, 18) , the definition of evil as privatio boni, which he borrowed from the Neoplatonists (cf. e.g. Plotinus, Enn. III,2,5), played a part as early as his Milan period. It is this definition which, time and again, recurs in his works and which is particularly directed against the Manichaeans.
47.Although the text is neither mentioned in Van den Berg
61 Thus we see it in De civitate XI,9, and again in XII,3. 6-7 and XIV,11, among others.
The remainder of XI,22 is clearly anti-Manichaean, and saturated with typical terms and data which flow from a well-informed memory: 57.On the primates see, for example,. Decret (1991 Decret ( :111-112 [repr. 1995 It is surely little cause for wonder that those who imagine that there is some evil nature, which is generated and propagated by some independent 'opposing principle', refuse to accept that the cause for the creation was this, that the good God created a good creation. They believe instead that God was compelled to the creation of the vast structure of this universe by the utter necessity of repelling the evil which fought against Him, that He mixed His good nature with the evil for the sake of restraining and conquering it; and that this good nature of His was thus so shamefully polluted and so cruelly oppressed and held captive, that it was only with the greatest labour that he may cleanse and deliver it. And even then not all of it: the part which He will not be able to cleanse from that defilement is to serve as a prison and chain of the conquered and incarcerated enemy. The Manichaeans would not be mad or rather rage in this manner, if they believe the nature of God to be, as it really is, unchangeable and absolutely incorruptible, and that nothing can do it harm. And if they had held, according to sound Christian teaching, that the soul, which could change for the worse by its own will, and could be corrupted by sin, is not a part of God, nor of the same nature as God, but is created by Him, and is far unequal to its Creator.
Here Augustine demonstrates that, as late as 417, he has a thorough knowledge of the particulars of the Manichaean cosmogonic myth. He makes mention of the Manichaean 'opposing principle' (principium contrarium) from which evil would have been 'generated and propagated'; of the fact that 'they believe that God was compelled to create the vast structure of this universe by the utter necessity of repelling the evil which fought against Him'; 'that He had to mingle (miscuisse) His good nature with evil in order to restrain and overcome it'; that this nature of God 'was thus so shamefully polluted, most cruelly oppressed and held captive that He scarcely could clean it and set it free'; that even then God could not fully succeed but that 'the part which cannot be purified from that defilement (inquinatio) is to serve as a cover (tegmen) and chain (uinculum) of the conquered and incarcerated enemy'. XXII, 22 (617) . For tegmen, however, DCD XI,22 seems to be the sole testimony, although elsewhere it is also said that the globus, in which the evil element will be imprisoned for ever, will be covered by a tectorium (C. Fel. II, 7; De haer. 46, 19) , also termed a catastolium (C. Faust. XX,9) or coopertorium (De haer. 46, 19) . For a careful discussion of the references to the Manichaean globus in A.'s anti-Manichaean writings, see Decret (1974 :487-492 [repr. in Decret 1995 ). For a fine discussion of A.'s reception and polemical transformation of the doctrine of the globular mass, see Bennett (2011:427-440) .
conformity with the works of the Manichaeans themselves.
63
As far as we can see, however, this passage -although notably accurate -does not provide new information about Augustine's knowledge of Manichaean tenets or technical terms. 64 The same goes for his next anti-Manichaean remark that 'the nature of God is unchangeable and completely incorruptible, and that nothing can do it harm', and 'that the soul is not a part of God, nor of the same nature as God'. This, too, is in full agreement both with Manichaean doctrine and Augustine's polemics against it. In agreement with the particulars listed in the previous analyses as well is Augustine's disparaging description of his former coreligionists. Here, too, they are those who 'talk nonsense (desiperent) or rather rave (insanirent)' and do not accept 'sound Christian teaching' (christiana sanitas). The implication of this last remark is that, anyhow, Augustine still considers the Manichaeans to be Christians.
Evil not by nature but by will; earthly bodies not evil by nature; evil will not natural; the bliss of sex in paradise; the devil not evil by nature After the preceding analyses, the remaining more or less explicit references to Manichaeism may be discussed briefly. In XII,1, where Augustine continues his exposition on the angels and their nature, he remarks inter alia: It is absolutely wrong to doubt that the opposed inclinations of the good and the evil angels did not arise from any difference in nature or origin, since God, the good author and creator of all substances, created both, but [they did arise] from a difference in their wills and desires … This is a reiteration of his well-known rejection (see e.g. Book X and Book XI) of the Manichaean idea that evil is a separate and independent substance. Anti-Manichaean polemics of the same kind occur, for instance, in XII,3 (e.g. 'natura igitur contraria non est Deo, sed uitium: it is not nature, therefore, which is contrary to God, but vice'; 'Deus ... inmutabilis est et 63.See for the Manichaean doctrinal tenets (apart from the leading work of Lieu already mentioned in n. 48) e.g. Böhlig (1980) . In this excellent collection of Manichaean texts translated from both the Western and Eastern sources there is ample proof for the particulars of the Manichaean myth as given here by A., as is in the pioneering work of Adam (1969) and, e.g., in H. J. Polotsky's famous Abriß (1977:101-144) . None of them, however, makes mention of DCD XI,22. The same goes for the two thoroughgoing studies of Decret and Bennett just mentioned in the previous note as well as for Lieu a.o. (2010) and Clackson a.o. (1998) .
64.Perhaps with the small exception of tegmen (cf. n. 65), which might be a technical term in Manichaean texts translated in Latin. The passage in A.'s works which comes closest to it is in C. Faust. XXI, 16 (CSEL 25, [588] [589] : 'Missa est enim ad inexpiabilem contaminationem pars dei, ut esset, unde tegeretur globus, quo in aeternum hostis uiuus sepeliendus est: For part of your God was sent to suffer hopeless contamination, so that there might be a covering for the mass in which the enemy is to be buried for ever alive'. In the Coptic Kephalaia (Polotsky & Böhlig 1940:105,7 ff.) we read: 'They [the souls of all the sinners] will make the cover of this final lump when all the likenesses and images of every shape will be nailed in it. Also, they will be bound by this last fetter for eternity, and they will be laid as a foundation (or: footstole), and a base (or: mat), and a cover of this Ark' (translation in accordance with Smagina 1990:116-118; cf. Gardner (1995:109 The Platonists are not so foolish as the Manichaeans in that they detest our earthly bodies as an evil nature'), 65 but in his exposition Augustine does not pursue the Manichaean doctrine any further. In XIV,11, for instance, there is an echo of anti-Manichaean polemics in the statement that 'an evil will is not natural but against nature' (mala uoluntas ... non sit secundum naturam, sed contra naturam). When, in XIV,21, Augustine discusses the problem of marriage and, at this stage in his career (c. 419), upholds the view that even in paradise there must have been sexual union (but without evil libido), 66 he has to defend this view against 'men who are evidently unaware of the bliss that existed in paradise'. In this context he then says that 'some of them utterly reject the holy Scriptures, and even scoff at them in their unbelief, in the passage [sc. Gen. 1:28] where we are told that after their sin our first parents were ashamed of their nakedness and that they covered their pudenda'. Here, again, Augustine must have in mind the Manichaeans, for that they did not accept the Genesis saying Crescite et multiplicamini, but even derided it, is corroborated by a fairly unique Manichaean document in Latin, namely the Letter which the Roman Manichaean Secundinus wrote to Augustine shortly after the year 400. 67 Finally, in XIX,13 there is an allusion to John 8:44, and Augustine again -as in, for example, XI,13 -sets out that 'not even the nature of the Devil himself is evil, in so far as it is a nature' (Proinde nec ipsius diaboli natura, in quantum natura est, malum est).
Conclusions
At the end of these analyses, the results may be summarised in three main conclusions: 
